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Interview Summary 


Aonliratinn Mo 

10/035,349 


Applicant(s) 

SCHNEIDER ET AL 


Examiner 

Bradley L Sisson 


Art Unit 

1634 





All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 

0) Bradley L. Sisson . (2) Ken Jenkins: ink* v Mn^r 

(2) GarvBenzion . (A) Jeff Peterson . 

Date of Interview: 06 October 2004 

Type: a)E3 Telephonic b)Q Video Conference 

c)D Personal [copy given to: 1 )□ applicant 2)D applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)Q Yes e)D No 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: 1-58 . 

Identification of prior art discussed: US Patent 6. 194. 144 B1 ( Knster) 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)Q was reached. qM was not reached. h)Q N/A. 

225 H° e ° f ' nte ^ ieW inClUdin9 descri P tion of tne 9 ener al nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet ayieemeni was 

il f lh.f 6 f CriPt i°M if nece t s t ary ' 3nd 3 C ° Py 0f the am endments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 

t 6 ' mUSt be attaChed " Also ' where no c °Py of the amendments that would render the c aims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

S?IE22lIf L iS W ISL , ?5: Y T -? THE UST ° FFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
™?, VIEW - (See MPEP Sectlon 71 3 04 )- lf a re Ply to the last Office action has already been filed APPLICANT is 

FORM W^CHEVER ^tSto^^SS? ™ E MA ' UNG DATE 

FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW See 
summary of Record of Interview requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 




Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an ^ C^^^^Ui' 

Attachment to a signed Office action ^ ~- ', '• I ! 

a n - Examiner's signature, if required 
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Paper No. 



Summary of Record of Interview Requirements 

Manual of Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP), Section 713.04, Substance of Interview Must be Made of Record 

Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 Interviews 

ah hucmocu^ ^ Drtt ♦ -r j ,™ 37 CFR § 1 2 Bus 'ness to be transacted in writing. 

SradTa^ 'Z^elT^ ST TT*? * ap h plican,s °' ** ^meys or « at , he Pa.en, and 

any a.leged oral promise, stipu^ion. or 5S£!SS^^^ See^S* " ** ^ M h N ° a " en,i0n - be " aid *° 

inco m p.e,e^h° the' t^^SSSSSR KS5 ^ ° n the ^ ™« in the ° ffice if that ^ d * *« 

which bear directly on the question of patentability eXam ' nerS res P ons,bl,rt y to «>* such a record ,s made and to correct material inaccuracies 

The Form provides for recordation of the following information: 

- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 

- Name of applicant 

- Name of examiner 

- Date of interview 

- Type of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) 

- Name of participant(s) (applicant, attorney or agent, examiner, other PTO personnel etc ) 

- An indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted 

- An identification of the specific prior art discussed 

" ^ZToifcZ'o^Zlnl ; eaCh6d ""'J' S °' 3 d6SCripti ° n ° f the 9eneral na,ure of the ^ement (may be by 

nottSfiL be "* agreement as to a..owabi,y isUtive 2nd does 

- The signature of the examiner who conducted the interview (if Form is not an attachment to a signed Office action) 

« aKJJIS p . roper f i :? corcl f tion °/ the substance of any interview should include at least the following applicable items- 
1 A brief descnption of the nature of any exhibit shown or any demonstration conducted applicable items. 

2) an identification of the claims discussed, 

3) an identification of the specific prior art discussed 

4) 552!*^ of a substantive na,ure discussedi un,ess these are a,ready described - 

5) a brief idenhfication of the general thrust of the principal arguments presented to the examiner 

2uin3a^a^^r! e ^h need ™* "? 0r e ' ab ° rate - A Verbatim or high 'y d ' etailed descri P tion of «» arguments is not 

required. The identificat on of the arguments is sufficient if the general nature or thrust of the principal arguments made to the 

S K er .K an be UnderS °° d in the COntext of ,he a PP |ica «°n "le. Of course, the applicant may desire to KSze a* fu Iv 
m a „ J k w 6 lt !° Se a /9 unlents M he ° r s ^ feels were or might be persuasive to the examiner ) em P hasl2e and fully 

6) a general indication of any other pertinent matters discussed and ™m,ner., 

7) iSS: 9enera ' reSUltS ° r ° UtCOme ° f interVi6W Un ' eSS alfeady deSCribed in the lnterview Summar V F °™ C0 ^P'eted by 
accurate. —e^^ - -rd is not compiete and 

Examiner to Check for Accuracy 
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Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413) 



Application No. 10/035,349 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Mr. Jenkins indicated that an agreement had been reached with the 
prior examiner (Dr. Arun Chakrabarti) as to how the phrase "mass defect label" was to be interpreted, and that the 
agreed upon definition was different from that found at page 15, first full paragraph, of the specification. Mr. Sisson 
and Dr. Benzion indicated that when as here applicant has provided a definition at the time of filing, the Office cannot 
simply ignore such teachings in terms of a later desired interpretation. 

Dr. Schneider provided a background review of the claimed invention and addressed how the Koster patent teaches of 
using multiple Fluorine molecules and still had difficulty in detecting the desired target entity. Mr. Sisson agreed that 
Koster does disclose using fluorine, but that he also teaches using Chlorine, Bromine, and Iodine, of which Chlorine 
and Bromine are applicant's preferred embodiments (Koster patent at column 17, lines 41-52; and column 18, lines 26- 
47). The aspect of Koster rendering the claimed invention obvious, when the specification-provided definition of "mass 
defect label" is applied, was discussed. 

Mr. Jenkins directed attention to Figure 13A, and indicated how the peak at 256.95 represented the labeled fragment 
while the peak at 257.1 represented unlabeled fragments, and that the invention is directed to identifying those 
fragments that are labeled with a particular isotope of Bromine, and not for a shift in total mass as a result of the 
presence of one or more "mass defect labels" being bound to the fragment/target. 

The aspect of directing the claims away from use of a "mass defect label" and toward "nuclear binding enerqy" (defined 
at page 16, lines 15-19) was discussed. 

Mr. Sisson invited applicant to submit draft claims focused to such embodiment, and to submit for consideration 
publications) by inventor(s) where this invention is compared/contrasted with other known technologies includinq work 
disclosed by Koster. 



